STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Harvinder Singh,

34/10, Raj Nagar,

Kapurthala Road,

Near Harsimran Public School,

Jalandhar. 







…..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Land Records,

Back Side of Sports College,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar




…..Respondent 

CC- 108/2010

ORDER
Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: Sh. Kesar Singh, Records In charge (94633-16581)



In the last order dated 19.07.2010, I had recorded that some of the points of the information sought i.e. point no. no. 3 and 13 are not specific and do not pertain to any specific year or area and the respondent was advised to write to the complainant regarding these vague points and ask him to specify the correct particulars and that point-wise information on rest of the points should be provided to the complainant.



Respondent present states that information on rest of the points mentioned in the order have already been provided to him on 04.02.2010.



None of the directions of the Commission have been followed by the respondent.  A letter dated 03.08.2010 from the respondent has been submitted which states:

“That on 03.08.2010, a letter has been received from the complainant Sh. Harvinder Singh which states that point no. 3 has not been clarified as yet and that point no. 13 does not concern this office.  The enclosed letter of the applicant is transferred to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.
The applicant has never appeared before the Court on any date of hearing nor did he visit this office to clarify the matter.  The applicant is not cooperating with this office.  Therefore, the application of the compliant be closed.”
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Copy of another letter dated 23.07.2010 is also presented from the complainant clarifying the points.  



After going through both the letters, directions are given to the respondent Sh. Kesar Singh to procure this information from the office at Phagwara and provide to the complainant within a week’s time.   The transfer of the application to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur is not accepted since it was done beyond the prescribed time-limit of 5 days. 


For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 01.09.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
(98558-40856)

Sh. Darshan Singh

s/o Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

C/o Sh. Puran Singh,

R/o Tarewala,

Tehsil & Distt. Moga.





…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga. 







….Respondent

C.C. NO. 3536 of 2009

ORDER 

Present:
Complainant Sh. Darshan Singh in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Jatinder Singh (98768-06800)



It seems that the inspector who was in charge at the time of registration of the vehicle in the respondent department, has been suspended due to an FIR registered against him. 



Mutually, the complainant and the respondent have agreed that whatever information is required by the complainant shall be provided when he (the complainant) visits the office of respondent i.e. office of D.T.O. Moga, on any working day. 



Therefore, seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(97796-00159)

Sh. Amarjeet Singh Grewal 

151-H, Bhai Ranjit Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (East)

Ludhiana. 







…..Respondent

CC- 851/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Amarjeet Singh Grewal in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Manpreet Singh, SDM (E) (98884-46362)



A letter dated 02.08.2010 has been received from the SDM Tehsildar Ludhiana (East) which reads:

“In connection with above, it is submitted that on 19.07.2010 had appeared before you in some other case.  On that day, reply concerning this case vide letter No. 2243/SDM/RTI dated 16.07.2010 was submitted in the file because on 20.07.2010, I was required to appear personally before the court of Hon’ble Sh. Chandra Bose, Judge, MATC, Rohini, Delhi in suit no. 628/06 and thus could not appear before you.
Besides, orders concerning sanction of mutation no. 13855 and consequent for cancellation of the same are available in the file.  That is why the applicant was asked to obtain a copy of the same because it was only from that implementation of this order would be known.  Therefore, it is wrong on the part of the applicant to assert that he was provided wrong and irrelevant information.  Apart therefrom, complete information is shown to have been provided vide this office letter no. 4243 dated 16.07.2010.
Besides, the applicant has not disclosed how he is connected with the same.  The sale deed mentioned in his letter was never presented by him.   The applicant was called to this office and apprised in detail.  But he appears to be after grabbing the government land on the basis of wrong documents.   As has already been informed vide this office letter no. 2443 dated
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16.07.2010, FIR No. 102 dated 23.06.1996 stands registered at Police Station Focal Point, Ludhiana regarding this matter and land. 

The applicant may approach the Financial Commissioner Revenue and the Chief Secretary, Punjab for implementation of the order dated 19.09.2000 of Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala.”



During the course of hearing, I have come to the conclusion that information sought by the complainant is regarding implementation of the order of ld. Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala dated 18.09.2000.  Respondent states that they had already informed the complainant vide letter dated 17.03.2010 that this order cannot be implemented.  However, the complainant denies having received the same and states that he was informed about non-implementation of the order only today in the court.  


Complainant is not satisfied and states that he needs to get the order of the Commissioner implement.  For that, he has been advised to take up the matter with the higher competent authority like the Financial Commissioner Revenue, or to go to a civil court.  



Reply to the show cause notice has also been provided and I am satisfied that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in supplying the information. 



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and dispose of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(99684-82646)

Sh. Mohinder Paul Sindhu

s/o Sepoy Late Sh. Arjun

221, ‘B’ Wing,

Sena Bhavan,

New Delhi – 100011.





…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Amritsar-II







…..Respondent

CC- 861/2010
Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. Mohinder Paul Sindhu in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Harbans Singh, Patwari (98158-13991)



Sh. Harbans Singh, Patwari appeared for the respondent and stated that he had brought whatever information was available in their office regarding Sh. Nandu.  The same has been handed over to the complainant in the court. 


However, some information is still pending which the Patwari has assured the court will be provided to the complainant on his (complainant’s) visit to their office.  He also assured the court of all possible assistance to Sh. Sindhu in the matter.   Pending information is regarding:

(j)(i)
The family details of my grandfather Shri Nanda son of Shri Santu.
(j)(iii)
The present occupant of the above ‘Nand wala Khuhn” and his house.
Rest of the information stands provided.



Tehsildar, Amritsar-II is directed to provide this information to the complainant within a week.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.   
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94630-80369)

Sh. Sandeep Bishnoi

Reporter,

Rozana Abha Nagari Patrika,

Circular Road,

Subzi Mandi Chowk,

Above Wine Shop,

Abohar – 152116.






      …..Appellant






Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Nagar Council,

Abohar 

2.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Director, Local Bodies 

Ferozepur.






…..Respondents

AC- 207/2010

Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Sandeep Bishnoi in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Jagsir Singh (94171-72653) and Sh. Ashwani Kumar (98883-82397)



Reply to the show cause notice issued on 01.07.2010 has been provided.  The reply states: 

“1.
That this case is fixed for 04.08.2010 in your Hon’ble Court. 
2.
That the applicant submitted his application on 06.11.2009.

3.
That the information sought related to various branches of Municipal Council.

4.
That Deputy Director, Ferozepur (First appellant authority) on 25.06.2010, was directed vide this office letter no. 4539 dated 06.05.2010.
5.
That in annexure A, the applicant sought information regarding sale of shops while Municipal Council, Abohar had sold only plots and not shops.   The official of the Council tried to contact him at the address given but no such person was available there.  Applicant had not intimated any change in his address.
6.
That the previous Information Officer of this office was transferred to Municipal Council, Budhlada vide office order no. 4:DLB:MCC:10/15305 dated 30.04.2010 and
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the undersigned took over from him on 19.05.2010 after he the previous PIO had left on 10.05.2010.  The applicant has been provided information vide this office letter no. 2037 dated 28.05.2010 and the applicant has acknowledged the same in writing.

7.
That there was no intentional or deliberate delay in providing the information. 

You are therefore, requested to kindly close the case.”



Respondent present states that he has joined only on 10.05.2010 and immediately, the process of providing information was initiated and complete information was provided to the complainant on 28.05.2010.  He further stated that CEO-cum-PIO Sh. Davinder Kumar Goyal who was his predecessor for the last two years was the PIO concerned during the time the application was filed till 09.05.2010,


Therefore, it seems that the person who delayed the information was the previous CEO Sh. Davinder Kumar Goyal.  Therefore, this order is being sent to the Director, Local Bodies, Ferozepur to enquire into the matter and take suitable action against Sh. Davinder Kumar Goyal so that in future, no RTI application is given any cause for complaint.    With this, the appellant is satisfied.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gurmeet Singh S/o Sadhu Singh,

Anand Kothi Bhawan,

F-4, Complain Cell,

R.S. Dam Colony

Shahpur Candi,

Tehsil- Pathankot,

Distt.- Gurdaspur 






      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Gurdaspur.

2.
Public Information Officer,

O/o First Appellate Authority,

Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.

 




…..Respondents

AC 539/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Gurmeet Singh in person.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier order dated 20.07.2010, it was recorded: -

“Original application for information was filed on 19.03.2010.  However, when no response was received, first appeal was filed on 12.05.2010.  SDM Gurdaspur vide letter no. 519/MC-1 dated 19.05.2010 advised the Tehsildar, Gurdaspur to supply the necessary information.  Still when nothing was heard, the second appeal has been filed on 02.06.2010. 

Today Rakesh Kumar, Reader to Naib Tehsildar is present and states that SDM Gurdaspur is busy in some meeting. He does not know anything of the case; therefore, directions are given to the PIO SDM Gurdaspur to provide information to the Complainant within one week and to personally appear on the next hearing. Name of the SDM according to the Appellant is Jai Pal Singh.”



However, none of the directions of the Commission have been followed.  This approach of the respondent is callous and irresponsible and against the spirits of the RTI Act 2005. 
Therefore, PIO – Sh. Jai Pal Singh, SDM Gurdaspur, is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  










Contd…….2/-
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In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



In the next hearing, the PIO – Sh. Jai Pal Singh, SDM Gurdaspur shall appear personally in the court.  Information should also be supplied to the complainant within a week. 


For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh

(97802-62435)

Sh. M.R. Dubey

Advocate.

Secretary, Punjab State Anti Corruption & S.W. Org. of India,

Kothi No. 121-K, Lane No. 6,

Majitha Enclave, Patiala.





 …Complainant

Vs.

1. Punjab Nurses Registration Council


SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

2. Mrs. Kanta Devi, Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council, 

SCO No. 109, Sector 40-C, Chandigarh. 

…Respondents

CC No. 2495/08

Order
Present:
Complainant Sh. M.R. Dubey in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO (94173-98005)



All information except information on point no. 3 has been provided.  Point No. 3 in the original application dated 26.08.2008 is: 

“Photocopies of the permission letters issued by your office to admit the students in GNM, ANM / B.Sc. Nursing courses for the session 2007-08 and 2008-09.”



This information should be provided to the complainant within a week, which the respondent present has assured the court, will be done. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Gajinder Kamal

s/o Sh. Mohan Lal

c/o M.D. Singla, Advocate,

Tehsil Complex,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 780/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.


Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94163-79672)

Sh. Mukhtiar Singh S/o Harnam Singh

R/o Jiwan Nagar,

Tehsil- Rania, 

Distt.- Sirsa 







      …..Appellant







Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa,

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mansa.


 



…..Respondents

AC 538/2010
Order

Present:
Appellant Sh. Mukhtiar Singh in person.


None for the respondent.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties. 







Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Alwinder Goyal

s/o Sh. Ashok Kumar

r/o Babu Kundan Lal Street,

New Court Road,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 783/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Alwinder Goyal

s/o Sh. Ashok Kumar

r/o Babu Kundan Lal Street,

New Court Road,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 782/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Alwinder Goyal

s/o Sh. Ashok Kumar

r/o Babu Kundan Lal Street,

New Court Road,

Mansa.







…..Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 784/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Alwinder Goyal

s/o Sh. Ashok Kumar

r/o Babu Kundan Lal Street,

New Court Road,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






  Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 785/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Alwinder Goyal

s/o Sh. Ashok Kumar

r/o Babu Kundan Lal Street,

New Court Road,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 787/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Laveen Goyal

s/o Sh. Chhaju Ram

Ward No. 14, Premi Street,

Near SD College,

Mansa.







…..Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

Office of the District Transport Officer,

Mansa.







…..Respondent

CC- 786/2010

Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Today, a letter has been received from Sh. Vikas Arora, advocate, counsel for the complainant regretting his inability to attend the court today due to personal reasons.  He has also sought an adjournment, which is granted.  



Sh. N.S. Brar, DTO Mansa was contacted over the telephone and was informed that there were 8 or 9 cases concerning his office pending in this court.



He stated that since has taken over recently, he is arranging to procure a copy of the application seeking information and assured the court that this will be provided to the complainant within a week’s time.  He also requested for an adjournment which is granted. 



One more opportunity is granted to the DTO Mansa to provide complete information as sought, to the complainant within a week’s time.



For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.  
 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Ms. Harleen Sidhu,

513/5, Harbhajan Villa,

Sarabjit Nagar,

Kapurthala – 144601





…..Complainant






 Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Naib Tehsildar,

Bhawanigarh.
 





…..Respondent 

CC- 147/2010

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Inderbir Sidhu for the complainant (98140-62972)
For the respondent: Sh. Jaspal Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Bhawanigarh (98769-73340), Sh. Parvez Chugh, advocate for the third party (98555-86037).



Copy of letter dated 30.07.2010 has been presented which is addressed to the complainant by Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO Bhawangiarh.  The letter states:

“With reference to this office letter no. 1318-20/Reader dated 23.07.2010, it is to inform you that your request has been dismissed.  As directed by the Hon’ble State Information Commission vide order dated 19.07.2010, a copy of the objections received from Sh. Ravipreet Singh Sidhu is sent herewith.”


Copy of another letter dated 23.07.2010 from Naib Tehsildar-cum-APIO Bhawanigarh has been submitted which reads:

“The above case was fixed for hearing on 19.07.2010.  Both the parties were present.  Counsel for the third party appeared and submitted objections.  He had also submitted written representation regarding this.   Therefore, the information sought by the complainant, Ms. Harleen Sidhu, resident of Kapurthala is denied under Section 8(1)(j) and 11 of the RTI Act being not of public activity or pubic interest and the application is dismissed.  However, if the complainant / applicant has any objections, the same may be submitted through an appeal, within 30 days of receipt of this letter to the Deputy Commissioner-cum-PIO, Sangrur.”









Contd……2/-
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Copy of another letter dated 30.04.2010 has also been presented which is addressed by the Naib Tehsildar, Bhawanigarh to the complainant and states: 

“In the said case, as per directions of the Hon’ble State information Commission, following the procedure as laid down in Section 11(1) of the RTI Act 2005, written consent of Sh. Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu son of Sh. Budh Singh resident of Ghumand Singh was sought.  Sh. Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu has requested that this information should not be parted with.   Therefore, it is to inform you that the information sought is denied under Section 8(1)(j) and 11 of the RTI Act being not of public activity or pubic interest.  Rather it pertains to an individual.
Therefore, your application for information is hereby dismissed under Section 8(1)(j) and Section 11(1) of the RTI Act 2005.”


A submission dated 20.07.2010 has been submitted on behalf of the complainant which states: 

1. “That I was married to Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu on 01.03.2008 at Kapurthala according to Sikh Religious Rites and after the solemnization of this marriage, while I was living with my husband in my in laws house at Chandigarh, I was subjected to most inhuman treatment all because of the fact that my husband and my in laws were not satisfied with the dowry given by my parents at the time of my marriage. 

2. That my in laws had also tried to kill me by strangulating, but I was able to get myself free from their clutches. A criminal case under Section 307 IPC is pending against my in laws in the court at Kapurthala. I in fact had been thrown out of the matrimonial home on 28.08.2008 and since then I am living at my parents place. 

3. That according to law, I am entitled to claim maintenance from my husband and under the provision of the Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, I am also entitled to a residence of the same standard as I was used to while living in my laws house. Besides other reliefs which are permissible under the provisions of the said Act. 
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4. That while granting maintenance to a deserted wife, the court has to look into the means of the husband, the extent of his United Family. The information in this regard has been furnished to me by the Estate Office, Chandigarh as well as by Tehsil Bhawanigarh, District Sangrur, has refused to furnish the requisite information despite the fat that I was asked to deposit the requisite fee for the supply of the relevant information. I was also told at that time that the required information is ready and the same would be furnished on the payment of requisite fee of Rs. 500/- when I was remitted the said amount, for reasons unknown to the said Authority, they has refused to furnished the information by saying that the information sought for pertains to a third party. 

5. That in the matter of Sushma Rani Vs. Public Information Officer, the office of District Education Officer (SEC), Kapurthala, this Hon’ble Commission vide order 15.12.2008, had directed the supply of the information to Sushma Rani who placed in similar circumstances as are prevailing with me. While deciding the caste of Sushma Rani, this Hon’ble Commission was pleased to take notice of the fact that in the matter of a husband and wife, the information sought for regarding the assets of the husband cannot be held back by any public authority because such information is required to be placed before the court for dispensing justice. It is worth being mentioned that interest of justice is paramount to each society as well as to our system over any other consideration. 

6. It is, therefore, respectfully prayed that Tehsildar having the jurisdiction over the revenue estate of village Ghamandsinghwala, Tehsild Bhawanigarh, District Sangrur, be directed to furnish the required information so that I may be able to get justice from the court./ As regards the plea of the counsel for the other party that they have moved for quashing of proceedings, it may be respectfully submitted that those proceedings are only in respect of the case pending against Ravi Preet Singh Sidhu and other for the Commission of the offence under Section 307 IPC  and in those proceedings, the
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 Hon’ble High Court had not stayed the proceedings though a request was made by the accused in this regard. These proceedings have no relevancy with the proceedings pending before this Hon’ble Commission, as such, the resistance being offered by the opposite parties is liable to be brushed aside.”
 

I am again quoting my order dated 15.12.2008 in CC No. 2111/08 titled Sushma Rani vs. PIO O/o DEO (Secondary) Kapurthala wherein it was observed: 

“The grievance of the complainant in this case is that she has not been provided the salary certificate of her husband Sh. Rashpal Singh, who is working as science teacher, Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Bassi, Kapurthala.  In the complaint she has stated that she got married to Sh. Rashpal Singh of Vill. Sikri, Distt. Hoshiarpur and that she has a matrimonial dispute with him.  She further states that he has also filed an application U/s 125 Cr. P.C. for grant of permanent maintenance in the court. She states that her father applied to DEO (S), Kapurthala to obtain the salary certificate of Sh. Rashpal Singh, her husband, but the Respondent has refused to supply the demanded information.

Vide letter dated 19.08.08, the respondent informed the father of the complainant that the information demanded by him i.e. the salary certificate of Sh. Rashpal Singh could not be supplied as the third party concerned i.e. Sh. Rashpal Singh, the husband of the complainant, has desired that no such information should be provided.  According to the respondent, this being the third party information, it could not be provided because the third party concerned objects to the same.  A legal notice served by the counsel for Sh. Rashpal Singh, husband of the complainant, has also been placed on record.  This notice is dated 1st August 2008 and the plea taken therein is that the information demanded is purely personal information and, therefore, is exempt from disclosure under section 8(1)(j) RTI Act 2005.

I have carefully considered the facts of the case and I am of the view that the information demanded by the complainant deserves to be supplied. Section 8(1)(j) provides that information which relates to personal information, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity and interest is  exempt from disclosure. 
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In the instant case, it can not be said that information required by the wife pertaining to salary of her husband to facilitate the disposal of a court case is not in public interest.  Due administration of justice is definitely in public interest and any thing which is required in aid of proper adjudication of court case has a definite connection with the public interest.   In this view of the matter, the objection raised by the third party concerned as well as the respondent on the basis of section 8(1)(j) is overruled. 

Therefore, the respondent is directed to supply the required information to the complainant within 15 days.”


In the submissions presented by counsel for the third party, the application for information sought has been named as ‘malicious, frivolous, invasion on the personal privacy’ etc.  I disagree with the same since Ms. Harleen Kaur is still the wife of Sh. Ravipreet Sidhu and no paper for separation has been filed as yet and in my opinion, legal wife has a right in the public interest to enquire about the assets of her husband to pursue litigation in the court of law.


Therefore, directions are given to the respondent that the information should be provided to the complainant within 10 days under intimation to the Commission. 



In the next hearing, Sh. Upkar Singh, SDM-cum-PIO Sangrur shall appear in person.



For confirmation of compliance and further proceedings, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amarjit Singh Dhamotia,

S/o Sh. Rai Singh,

H. No. 60/35 P/330,

Street No. 8, Mana Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana







…..Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







….Respondent

A.C. NO. 693 of 2009

ORDER

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent; Sh. Manpreet Singh Chhatwal, SDM Ludhiana (East) along with Sh. Mohan Lal, Tehsildar, Jagraon (95010-39688)



A letter dated 02.08.2010 has been presented which states: 

“As per your orders, the information has been provided to the applicant.  His acknowledgment in original is sent herewith, for records.  Therefore, the case be closed.”
The letter from the complainant enclosed with the above letter dated 02.08.2010 reads as: 

“Received the complete information of above said case on 31.07.2010.”


Names of the PIOs have been submitted.  Even though I am satisfied that the information was delayed because of its being voluminous, however, caution is the keyword to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana because in most of the cases, delay is occurring because of mismanagement and lack of infrastructure. 



Seeing the merits, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent,

Near Oriental Bank of Commerce,

Lehragaga

Distt. Sangrur. 






        …Appellant

VERSUS
Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I. (Secondary Education) 

Punjab,

Sector 17,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

A.C. No. 576 of 2009

ORDER 
Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Jaspal Singh, Senior Asstt. (94634-37259)
 

Only in one hearing i.e. on 17.02.2010, Ms. Pankaj Sharma, PIO came present on behalf of the respondent and in all other hearings dated 14.01.2010, 22.04.2010 and 19.07.2010, no one came present from the respondent department. 



A letter dated 04.08.2010 has been presented.  This is addressed by the Asstt. Director Education to the complainant.  The letter states:
‘The information sought by the applicant is not available in the office of Director Education (SE) Punjab, Chandigarh and hence the same cannot be provided.” 
This letter has been dispatched to the appellant today.



The original application for information was filed on 16.02.2009.  However, after a long time, it has been discovered by the Asstt. Director that information sought on Sh. Dharamjeet Singh is not available since there is no such staff with the school, as stated by the appellant.



Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla seeks an adjournment, which is granted.



For further proceedings, to come up on 18.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(93160-97220)

Sh. Puran Chand

H. No. 324, Gali No. 3,

Vijay Nagar,

Near D.M.W. Workshop,

Patiala – 147003.






    ...Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur. 







   ….Respondent

CC No. 644/09

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Puran Chand in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Jaskiran Singh, ADC and Sh. Mohan Lal, A.D.C. Faridkot.


In the instant case, original application for information was filed on 25.11.2008.  The first ever response sent to the complainant was sent on 23.01.2009.



A letter dated 02.08.2010 has been submitted by Sh. Jaskiran Singh, PIO Ferozepur which reads: 

“1.
The applicant Sh. Puran Chand demanded the following information under RTI Act 2005 vide his application dated 25.11.2008 which received in this office on 16.12.2008 (copy attached)
(i)
Copy of reply sent by this office of DO No. 10/13/2004/GOI/1/1708 dated 18.07.2008 for Sh. Sohan Lal under Secretary.

(ii)
Attested copy of the reply sent in response to letter no. 10/13/2004/GOI-1/1756 dated 23.07.2008.

(iii)
Attested copy of the reply sent to the letter dated 25.07.2008, 26.08.2008 and 19.09.2008 on the same subject.

2.
The information was sent by post to the applicant vide this office letter no. 53/PIC dated 23.01.2009 (Copy attached).
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3.
On receipt of order dated 19.08.2009 of the Hon’ble State Commission, Punjab in this office on 14.09.2009, it is found that the application dated 18.01.2009 of the complainant was not received in this office.  However, the complainant was again intimated vide this office letter no. 143/Agr dated 17.09.2009 that the reply of (i) and (ii) was sent to Govt. vide letter no. 14/Agr dated 30.07.2008 and reply of (iii) sent vide letter no. 143/Agr dated 17.09.2009 respectively.  Photocopies of the above said letters were also supplied to him. 
4.
In response to order dated 22.12.2009 of the Hon’ble Commission received on 25.01.2010 immediately request was made vide this office letter no. 53/PIC dated 27.01.2010 to review the order (Copy attached). 

5.
Further, it is submitted that after the receipt of summons from the Hon’ble Commission, Punjab, Chandigarh in which some delay occurred, because the complainant demanded information about the Government Policies letters in spite of any direct information elates to this office and as the information was regarding the allotment of surplus land allotted in the year 1983.  It is quite a complicated case so far as the allegation regarding wrong allotment of the land is concerned, this case is pending in the court of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur to review the order dated 19.12.1983 of the Collector Agrarian Fazilka.  This case will be decided under the rules and no information regarding this case is possible through Right to Information Act.  Reply to Government was sent in order.   The complainant was not deprived for any information and such the allegation of applicant is not correct. 

6.
Reference your order dated 22.12.2009 in which the original date of application has been mentioned as 18.01.2009 whereas the actual date was 25.11.2008.  It created all the confusions.  This office has been claiming that no application dated 18.01.2009 has been received in this office. 


It is therefore, once again respectfully prayed to the Hon’ble State Information Commission, Punjab to review the order dated 22.12.2009 vide which the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- has been imposed as the information has been supplied him without undue delay.” 
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It is pointed out here that Sh. Jaskiran Singh is repeating his assertions, as in the last order dated 14.07.2010, his contention regarding date of original application had been discussed in detail.



The submissions put forth by Sh. Mohan Lal vide his letter dated 03.08.2010 have also been taken on record. 



It seems that in spite of the penalty being imposed on 22.12.2009, information still does not stand fully supplied. 










Today the complainant has given a submission regarding all the information which has been provided to him till date.   His submission reads: -



“The information not provided so far is as follows: -

1.
A copy of reply sent concerning Para no. 2 of letter No. DO:10/13/2004/GOI/1/1708 dated 18.07.2008;

2.
A photocopy of reply to letter No. 10/13/04/GOI/56 dated 23.07.2008;

3.
A copy of the replies sent in response to letters dated 02.06.2008, 25.07.2008 and 13.09.2008.”
Sh. Jaskiran Singh, Addl. Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur has been advised to provide information to the complainant on point no. 3 within one week.  



Ratio of penalty will be decided on the next hearing.



For further proceedings, to come up on 23.08.2010 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.








Sd/-
Chandigarh




  Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 04.08.2010


State Information Commissioner

